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PRE^APPEAL BRIEF REVffiW STATEMENT 

The examiner rejected claims 1-20 (sic) under 35 USC § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Reddy et al (US 6,941,349), For the reasons set forth below, the cited art fails to teach each and 
every element as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 1 recites "receiving a request for a web page containing the status of a plurality of 
system components/' The Examiner cites to Reddy paragraph [0018] as teaching these 
limitations. Applicant notes the cited paragraph merely teaches the use of servlets that receive 
commands, yet is silent to "receiving a request for a webpage," much less a "webpage containing 
the status of a plurality of system components/' as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 1 also recites "generate a plurality of image tags, each corresponding to one of the 
components and pointing to an instance of a second servlet." The Examiner cites to Reddy 
paragraphs [001 8]-[001 9] as teaching these limitations. Applicant notes the cited paragraphs are 
silent to generating an 'Image tag " much less **a plurality of image tags " as set forth in the 
claim. Further, even if Reddy were interpreted as teaching image tags, which Apphcant does not 
concede, Reddy still fails to teach tags ^^corresponding to one of the components and pointing to 
an instance of a second servlet," as it is silent to these limitations. Furthermore, Applicant notes 
that by not teaching these limitations, Reddy s system suffei^ from the same issues identified in 
the Background of the instant Apphcation. Namely^ Reddy s system would suffer from delays 
created by waiting for responses from all the system components before providing a web page to 
the user's browser. See Specification [0004]. 

Claim 1 also recites "first servlet operable to: generate a plurality of image tags, each 
coiTCSponding to one of the components and pointing to an instance of a second servlet," i.e., a 
first servlet generates image tags that point to second servlets. The Examiner appears to interpret 
Reddy 's multiple servlet engines 64 as meeting these limitations. Applicant respectfully 
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disagrees, noting that while Reddy does teach multiple servlet engines 64 (as seen in Reddy 's 
domains 30a-30n of Figure 2), Reddy fails to teach a servlet generating tags pointing to another 
servlet. In other words, Reddy fails to teach and is silent to, for example, a servlet within domain 
30a generating tags pointing to a servlet within domain 30n. 

Claim 1 also recites ''transmitting requests to the instances of the second servlet 
substantially in parallel." The Examiner cites to Reddy Figure 2, elements 30a-30n and 64 as 
teaching these limitations. The cited portion of Reddy merely teaches its portal 20 may 
communicate with multiple domains 30a-30n, yet fails to disclose requests being transmitted 
"substantially in parallel/' as set forth in the claim. Reddy is silent to this limitation. 

Claim 1 also recites "generating an image comprising the returned value'' and 
"transmitting the image to the browser/' The Examiner cites to Reddy paragraphs [0024] and 
[0026] as teaching these limitations. Reddy teaches notifications are sent to a web browser, 
which may then may be modified for display (e.g., converted to a graphical format). Reddy 
[0026]. Hence, Reddy, at best, teaches sending a notification to a browser and then modifying 
the notification into a graphical format, yet fails to teach modifying the notification into a 
graphical format and then sending the graphically formatted notification to the browser. 

Thus, the cited fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. Therefore, 
Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Independent claims 3 and 5 comprise limitations sunilar to those of claim 1, which, as 
discussed above, are not taught by the cited art. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that 
the rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 2, 4, and 6 each depend fi^om and inherit all the limitations of one of claims 1,3, 
or 5. As discussed above the cited art does not teach each and every element of claims 1,3, and 
5. Therefore, Applicant respectfi:illy requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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Respectfully submitted. 



Rudolf O. Siegesmund 
Registration No. 37,720 
Gordon & Rees LLP 

Suite 2800 

2100 Ross Avenue 

Dallas, Texas 75201 

214-231-4703 

214-461-4053 (fax) 

rsiegesmund@gordonrees.com 
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